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A WAR OF CHOICE OR OF NECESSITY? 

(By Lawrence J. Korb) 
Eight months after the Bush administra-

tion got us involved in a bloody war in Iraq, 
we are now told by one of Secretary of State 
Colin L. Powell’s closest advisers that Iraq 
was a war of choice after all. According to 
Richard Haass, director of policy planning at 
the State Department until June 2003 and 
still the Bush administration’s special envoy 
to Northern Ireland, the administration ‘‘did 
not have to go to war against Iraq, certainly 
not when we did. There were other options’’ 
[op-ed, Nov. 23]. Really? 

This is not what the administration told us 
before the war and continues to tell us to 
this day. On March 20, as he was sending 
troops into Iraq because the regime of Sad-
dam Hussein allegedly possessed weapons of 
mass destruction and had ties to al Qaeda, 
Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld 
told them, ‘‘We are at the point at which the 
risk of not acting is too great to wait longer. 
As you prepare, know that this war is nec-
essary . . .’’ Some three weeks into the war, 
Powell, who had made the case for war to the 
United Nations, stated: ‘‘We do not seek war. 
We do not look for war. We don’t want wars. 
But we will not be afraid to fight when these 
wars are necessary to protect the American 
people, to protect our interests, to protect 
friends.’’

Even after it had become abundantly clear 
that the arguments the Bush administration 
advanced for going to war were specious, 
both Vice President Cheney and Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense Paul D. Wolfowitz explic-
itly rebutted Haass’s position. In an Oct. 10 
speech to the Heritage Foundation in which 
he lashed out at those who said we had a 
choice about invading Iraq, the vice presi-
dent said: ‘‘Some claim we should not have 
acted because the threat from Saddam Hus-
sein was not imminent. Since when have ter-
rorists and tyrants announced their inten-
tions, policy putting us on notice before they 
strike? On Nov. 4 Wolfowitz stated: ‘‘But one 
of the things that Sept. 11 changed was that 
it made it a war of necessity, not a war of 
choice.’’

The president himself continues to pro-
claim how necessary the war was. On Nov. 22 
he said at a press conference in London, 
‘‘Our mission in Iraq is noble and it is nec-
essary. 

On Thanksgiving Day the president told 
the troops in Baghdad: ‘‘You are defeating 
the terrorists here in Iraq so we don’t have 
to face them in our own country.’’

Even more surprising is Haass’s contention 
that despite its public pronouncements, the 
Bush administration knows that, because 
this is a war of choice, Americans will not 
support it unless it is relatively short and 
cheap. This is why the administration has 
changed its policy and accelerated the time-
table to hand over increasing political re-
sponsibility to Iraqis, even if it means reduc-
ing what it is trying to accomplish. 

Haass weakens his own case by arguing 
that the first Persian Gulf War was a real 
war of necessity and Vietnam was only a war 
of choice. Even those who argued against the 
recent invasion of Iraq would not contend 
that it was less necessary than the first Per-
sian Gulf War. As Secretary of State James 
Baker noted in 1990, that war was really 
about oil. And Powell, then chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, as well as such defense 
hawks as Sen. Sam Nunn (D–Ga.), wanted to 
give sanctions more time to work before in-
vading Iraq. (If it was so necessary, why did 
the administration of the elder Bush not in-
vade until it got other nations to fund the 
war?) 

It is equally absurd to argue that the first 
Gulf War was more necessary than Vietnam. 

In the mid-1960s many Americans, including 
most of us who were in the armed forces, be-
lieved that if South Vietnam fell to the Com-
munists all of Southeast Asia would soon fol-
low and the containment policy would be un-
dermined. This is why the American people 
supported that conflict through the Tet of-
fensive of 1968, even though more than 30,000 
Americans had died by then. 

Ironically, while Haass is wrong about 
Vietnam and the first Gulf War, he is right 
about Iraq. It is a war of choice—a bad 
choice as it turns out. Unfortunately, he was 
unwilling to go public with his views, as did 
Gen. Eric Shinseki, while he could have 
made a difference. This article should have 
been written nine months ago when Congress 
and the American people had a choice. Now 
our only real choice is to continue to stay 
and absorb the casualties and the cost.
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HONORING THE GUAM COUNCIL OF 
WOMEN’S CLUBS ON THEIR 
TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, December 15, 2003

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to congratulate the Guam Council of Women’s 
Clubs on their 20th anniversary and to ac-
knowledge the Council’s present and past 
members. I commend the numerous contribu-
tions of the council to programs and organiza-
tions that benefit not only Guam’s local popu-
lation, but also the national and international 
community. 

The Guam Council of Women’s Clubs was 
founded in June 1983 as a response to the 
devastation in Guam from Supertyphoon Pam-
ela. A group of prominent local women an-
swered the call to service, establishing the 
council in an attempt to unify existing organi-
zations towards the goal of recovery. The or-
ganization was to be a congress made up of 
representatives from every association de-
voted to promoting women’s issues around 
common backgrounds, cultures, ethnicity and 
purpose. Through this collaboration, the found-
ers sought to harness the energy and spirit of 
such organizations to contribute to the better-
ment of the local community, while providing 
an opportunity to pursue and express the polit-
ical, social and economic needs of every 
woman, as individuals and as a powerful col-
lective force. 

The names of the individual organizations 
which collectively comprise the Council in-
clude: the American Association of University 
Women; the Catholic Daughters of America; 
the Chinese Ladies Association; the Christian 
Women’s Club; the Filipino Ladies Association 
of Guam; the Guam Women’s Club; the Guam 
Memorial Hospital Volunteers Association; the 
International Women’s Club; the Women’s Di-
vision of the Japan Club of Guam; the Korean 
Women’s Association; the Palau Women’s 
Club; and most recently, the two Soroptomist 
International organizations. 

As a founding member of this organization, 
I want to express my deepest gratitude to the 
Guam Council of Women’s Clubs and its 
members for their years of hard work and 
dedication to the people of Guam, as they cel-
ebrate their 20th anniversary of service.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JIM GIBBONS 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, December 15, 2003

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
offer a personal explanation of the reason for 
my absence on November 17, 2003 during 
rollcall Votes #620, 621, 622, and 623. When 
these votes were called, I was detained in Ne-
vada’s Second Congressional District while 
tending to certain duties in the State of Ne-
vada. 

If present, I would have voted: ‘‘aye’’ on roll-
call Vote #620, S.J. Res. 22; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall 
Vote #621, S.J. Res. 18; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall Vote 
#299, H. Con. Res. 299; and ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall 
Vote #623, A Motion on Hour of Meeting.
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THE TRUTHS OF GENEVA 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, December 15, 2003

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
no situation in the world is more deeply trou-
bling to me and many others than the ongoing 
conflict involving Israel and the Palestinians. I 
speak as a strong supporter of Israel and of 
the moral importance of its continuing to exist 
as a free, independent, secure nation. Sadly, 
from the moment Israel’s creation was an-
nounced—in accord with a U.N. resolution—in 
1948, the unremitting hostility of its Arab 
neighbors plunged that small nation into war. 
The years since have been marked by a con-
tinuation of that hostility in many parts of the 
Arab world, with consequent violence and with 
large numbers of people’s lives being lost, but 
also some progress in achieving peace. Most 
notably, the government of Menachem Begin 
signed an important peace treaty with Egypt in 
1978 which, despite the skepticism of many 
Israelis and some of Israel’s strongest sup-
porters in America, has in fact worked enor-
mously for the benefit of Israel by providing a 
peaceful situation for much of its borders. This 
1978 agreement was one in which Israel gave 
up a large amount of territory which it had 
gained in a defensive war, territory which had 
both important strategic value and from which 
Israeli settlers were moved as part of the 
agreement. This has obvious relevance as a 
precedent for an agreement to end the current 
conflict. 

In addition to this peace agreement with 
Egypt, Israel has over the years worked out 
arrangements with its neighbor to the east, the 
Kingdom of Jordan, which has similarly been 
beneficial compared to the strife that had pre-
viously existed in that area. 

The central remaining question is of course 
whether or not an agreement can be reached 
between Israel and the Palestinians which will 
preserve Israel’s security while allowing it to 
maintain its important political and moral role 
as a free, Jewish, democratic state. I know 
there are people who argue that it is inappro-
priate for Israel to be a Jewish state. Such ar-
guments seem to me quite hollow, particularly 
when they come from those who have no 
quarrel with the existence of a number of offi-
cially Islamic states throughout the Middle 
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